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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1. Applicant's election with traverse of Species I (Figures 2-3) reads on claims 1-3, 10-14 in 
the reply filed on 07/17/2008 is acknowledged. 

2. Claims 4-9 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .142(b), as 
being drawn to a nonelected Species, there being no allowable generic or linking claim. 
Applicant timely traversed the restriction (election) requirement in the reply filed on 07/17/2008. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed on 1/29/2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In re page 9, Applicants argue that Haavisto does not disclose an application processor 
including a CPU and hardware arranged to perform camera image processing. It is clear from 
Figure 3 of Haavisto that the image processing module 316 and the processor 314 are separate 
and that they are not included in an application processor. The inclusion of the CPU that 
controls the operation of the telephone and the image processing hardware in a single application 
processor is a new and inventive feature. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., the CPU that 
controls the operation of the telephone and the image processing hardware are included in a 
single application processor, which implies a single chip application processor) are not recited 
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in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Further, it is critical to note that the PTO must give claim words their broadest reasonable 
meaning in their ordinary usage, as understood by one of ordinary skill in the art. In re Morris, 
127 F.3d 1048, 44 USPQ2d 1023 (Fed. Cir. 1997). In this case, regarding claim 1, the Examiner 
still considers that Haavisto does disclose limitation "an application processor including a CPU 
for controlling the operation of the telephone and hardware arranged to perform arranged to 
perform camera image processing on the digital data in RAW format received from the camera 
module," in which "an application processor" corresponds to electronic device 302 (figure 3, 
column 4, paragraph [0010]); "a CPU for controlling the operation of the telephone" corresponds 
to processor 314 (figure 3, column 4, paragraphs [0010], [0012]), and "hardware" corresponds to 
an image processor 316 (figure 3, columns 4-5, paragraphs [0012] - [0013]). 

In re page 10, Applicants argue that in regards to claim 11, there would be no reason why 
a person skilled in the art would modify the teachings of Haavisto to introduce the image 
processing module and the processor as a single entity because Haavisto teaches that it is 
important for the image processing to be carried out as quickly as possible. Combining the image 
processing module with the application processor would reduce the speed at which the image 
processing could be carried out and would also require modification of the other components of 
the device such as the data bus. 
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In response, it should be noted that claim 1 1 does not claim the features which Applicants 
argues. Instead, claim 1 1 recites limitation "the application processor includes a hard- wired 
pipeline processor for the camera image processing." 

In re page 1 1 , Applicants argue that "the examiner maintains that Hsu discloses an SIMD 
which is a type of program accelerator. However the applicants maintain that it would not be 
obvious to combine the teachings of the two references because there would be no motivation to 
combine the teachings of the two documents." 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and/« re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, since Hsu discloses a SIMD (page 9, lines 27-29), it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to modify the device in 
Haavisto by the teaching of Hsu et al. in order to perform function such as addition, subtraction, 
multiplication, etc. . ., with the same instruction. This reduces processing time of image 
processing. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-3, 10, 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Haavisto (EP 1215894) in view of Hsu et al. (WO 01/01675). 

Regarding claim 1, Haavisto discloses an apparatus comprising: 

a camera module (camera module 301, figure 3, column 4, paragraphs [0010] - [001 1]) 
for capturing an image and providing digital data in an RAW format; 

an application processor (i.e., an electronic device 302, figure 3, column 4, paragraph 
[0010]) including a CPU (processor 314, figure 3, column 4, paragraphs [0010], [0012]) for 
controlling the operation of a telephone and hardware (i.e., an image processor 316, figure 3, 
columns 4-5, paragraphs [0012] - [0013]) arranged to perform arranged to perform camera 
image processing on the digital data in RAW format received from the camera module, 

wherein the apparatus is a mobile camera telephone (device 300, which comprises 
electronic device 302 and camera module 301, figure 3, column 4, paragraph [0010]) 

Haavisto fails to specifically disclose wherein the application processor includes a 
programmable hardware accelerator, and the programmable hardware accelerator is a SIMD 
processing accelerator optimized for camera image processing. However, Hsu discloses a video 
camera with major function implemented in host software, which can be embodied in any 
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microprocessor capable of single instruction multiple data (SIMD) execution, which corresponds 
to programmable hardware accelerator (page 9, lines 27-29). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to modify the device in 
Haavisto by the teaching of Hsu et al. in order to perform function such as addition, subtraction, 
multiplication, etc. . ., with the same instruction. This reduces processing time of image 
processing. 

Regarding claims 2, 15, Haavisto discloses wherein the camera module comprises optics, 
an image sensor and an analogue to digital converter only, and is without image processing 
facility (figure 3, column 4, paragraph [0010]). 

Regarding claims 3,16, Haavisto discloses wherein the digital data is the digitized output 
of an image sensor (column 4, paragraph [00 1 0]). 

Regarding claims 10, 17, Haavisto discloses the application processor is a system on chip 
(figure 3, column 4, paragraph [0010]). 

Regarding claim 14, Haavisto discloses a method of comprising: 

capturing an image in a first camera component of the mobile camera telephone 
(capturing an image by camera module 301, figure 3, column 4, paragraph [0010]); 
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sending digital data in an RAW format from the first camera component to a second 
application processing component of the mobile camera telephone (image data is transferred 
from camera module 301 to an electronic device 302, figure 3, paragraphs [0010] - [0013]); and, 
in the second application processing component, both image processing the digital data in RAW 
format to produce an image for viewing and controlling the storage of the image in the mobile 
camera telephone (an image processing 314 for processing image data; the processed image data 
is transferred to display 317 for viewing or to memory 315 for storing, figure 3, paragraphs 
[0010] -[0013]). 

Haavisto fails to specifically disclose wherein the application processor includes a 
programmable hardware accelerator, and the programmable hardware accelerator is a SIMD 
processing accelerator optimized for camera image processing. However, Hsu discloses a video 
camera with major function implemented in host software, which can be embodied in any 
microprocessor capable of single instruction multiple data (SIMD) execution, which corresponds 
to programmable hardware accelerator (page 9, lines 27-29). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to modify the device in 
Haavisto by the teaching of Hsu et al. in order to perform function such as addition, subtraction, 
multiplication, etc. . ., with the same instruction. This reduces processing time of image 
processing. 

6. Claims 1 1 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Haavisto (EP 1215894) in view of Hsu et al. (WO 01/01675) further in view of Obrador (US 
2004/0090548). 
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Regarding claims 1 1 and 18, Haavisto and Hsu et al. fail to specifically disclose wherein 
the application processor includes a hard-wired pipeline processor for the camera image 
processing. However, Obrador discloses an image capture system 10, which utilizes only one 
hardware processing pipeline 36 (figure 4, paragraphs [0020] - [0021]). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to modify the 
device in Haavisto and Hsu et al. by the teaching of Obrador in order to obtain an apparatus, 
which utilizes a hardware processing pipeline to support a still image processor and a video 
processor. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LUONG T. NGUYEN whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7315. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30AM - 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, DAVID L. OMETZ can be reached on (571) 272-7593. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/David L. Ometz/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 
2622 

/L. T. N./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2622 
05/08/09 



